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General Comment

I strongly disagree with the backstop limits o
f

3 mg/ l total Nitrogen and 0.1 mg/ l total

Phosphorus that are being proposed f
o
r

point source wastewater treatment facilities.

When I first learned o
f

these potential requirements, I questioned the ability o
f

laboratories to accurately and precisely analyze samples to these stringent parameters.

In October 2009, I collected three grab samples from the effluent o
f

the wastewater

plant that I manage. Each o
f

these samples were split and sent to three different PADEP

certified laboratories to b
e analyzed

f
o
r

dissolved Phosphorus and ortho Phosphorus.

Results from the three labs were consistent for only one o
f

the analytical tests

performed. Results from the remaining five analytical tests performed varied b
y

a
s much

a
s 1.3 mg/ l between the different labs. This clearly illustrates that the analytical methods

used to test Phosphorus, o
f

any species, has a margin o
f

error that is much greater than

the proposed 0.1 mg/ l requirement. These samples were collected and analyzed

according to the procedures outlined in Standard Methods.

file:/// Project/ Chesapeake% 20Bay% 20TMDL% 2...h%20102810/ EPA-R03- OW- 2010- 0736- 0086- cp. html (1 o
f

2
)

[ 10/ 28/ 2010 3
:

59: 3
0 PM]



file:/// Project/ Chesapeake% 20Bay% 20TMDL% 20Response% 20to%.../ letters/ 02batch% 20102810/ EPA- R03-OW- 2010- 0736- 0086- cp.html

I strongly feel that on- lo
t

septic systems (non-point source discharges) contribute more

nutrients to the Bay than what is being allowed f
o

r

in the calculations. The local

townships d
o not have good data a
s

to how many on-

lo
t

septic systems are actually

present within their jurisdiction, o
r

if they are functional o
r

failing. Local townships have

only recently started to implement the three- year pump and haul program that is

required b
y

their Act 537 Plans, some o
f

which were approved more than ten years ago.

I d
o not understand why it has taken this long

f
o

r

enforcement to begin. I feel there

needs to b
e more regulatory action against those who fail to follow through with the

contents o
f

their Act 537 Plan in a timely manner. There needs to b
e more accountability

from the elected township officials who fail to realize the importance o
f

their job.

Because o
f

this type o
f

negligence, point source discharges are being unfairly targeted

with lower parameters.

I am very disheartened to see properties that are continually contributing to pollution o
f

the Bay. One particular property I pass every week is a small half-acre lo
t

containing a

mobile home dwelling, a fenced area for cattle and/ o
r

horses, and a stream that is

classified a
s a high quality cold water fishery. This has a multitude o
f

transgressions

against trying to clean u
p the Bay; the animal lo
t

has never had any grass, trash is

thrown in large piles between the trailer and the stream, and I question whether they

even have a
n on- lo
t

septic system. Regardless, this is a prime example o
f

both nutrient

and sediment pollution. When something like this is s
o blatantly obvious, why can’t

something b
e done to correct the problem? Why is this allowed to continue a
t

a time

when major wastewater treatment facility upgrades are being required to meet stricter

discharge requirements, increasing the rate customers are forced to pay? This is unfair

to those who tr
y

to d
o the right thing and b
e good stewards to the environment.
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